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~ The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE three MOIMTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of tine may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36 (a). In no event, however, may a reply be twnefy fled after SIX (6) MONTHS from the 
rnattng date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory mrwrnm of thirty (30) days wfl be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period wffl apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the maffing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply wffl. by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 ) (xl Responsive to communication(s) filed on Feb 19, 2003 



2a) □ This action is FINAL. 2b)53 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11; 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) lxJ Claim(s) 1-14 is/are pending in the application. 



4a) Of the above, claim(s) 
5)D Claim(s) 



6)K Claim (s) 1, 2, and 4-6 



7) 63 Claim (s) 3 and 7-14 

8) D Claims 



is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

is/are allowed. 

is/are rejected. 

is/are objected to. 



are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 



Application Papers 
9)D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are a) □ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
1 1 )□ The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)D disapproved by the Examiner 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

1 2) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-{d) or (f), 
a)D All b)D Some* c)D None of: 

1 . □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. □ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3. □ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
*See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e). 
a)D The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgement is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§120 and/or 121. 

Attachment! s) 

1) lx) Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) O Interview Sunmary {PT0-413) Paper No(s). 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson'a Patent Drawing Review (PT0-948) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

3) □ Information Dacbeure Statement^) (PT01449) Paper No{s). 6) □ Other. 
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This Office Action is in response to the papers filed February 19, 2003. 

Claims 1, 2, 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Letavic et al. (United States Patent 6,221,737, already of record) 
together with Assaderaghi et al. (United States Patent 6,121,661, already of record). 

With respect to independent claim 1, Letavic et al. disclose a semiconductor 
component (see the entire reference, particularly Fig. 1), comprising: a semiconductor 
substrate 100; an insulation layer 102 on said semiconductor substrate, said insulating 
layer having a thickness of between 50 nm and 200 nm (see the paragraph bridging 
columns 3 and 4); a semiconductor layer 104 configured on said insulation layer; a 
first doped terminal zone 108 and a second doped terminal zone 116 formed in said 
semiconductor layer; and a drift zone 110 formed in said semiconductor layer; said 
drift zone formed between said first doped terminal zone and said second doped 
terminal zone. 

The difference between Letavic et al's semiconductor component and claim 1 's 
semiconductor component is at least one of claim 1 's first and second doped terminal 
zones directly adjoins the semiconductor substrate. 

Assaderaghi et al. teach connecting the source and drain regions of a MOSFET 
formed in an SOI (silicon on insulator) configuration to the underlying semiconductor 
substrate, in order to provide ESD (electrostatic discharge) protection and improved 
heat dissipation (see the entire reference, particularly Fig. 4A). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in this art to connect Letavic et al's 
source and drain regions 108 and 116 (i.e., its first and second doped terminal zones) 
to underlying substrate 100, in order to provide Letavic et al's semiconductor 
component with ESD protection and improved heat dissipation, as taught by 
Assaderaghi et al. 
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Claim 1 is thus rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Letavic et al. together with Assaderaghi et al. 

With respect to dependent claim 2, as stated above with respect to independent 
claim 1 , it would have been obvious to one skilled in this art to connect Letavic et al's 
source and drain regions 108 and 116 (i.e., its first and second doped terminal zones) 
to underlying substrate 100, in order to provide Letavic et al's semiconductor 
component with ESD protection and improved heat dissipation, as taught by 
Assaderaghi et al.. 

Claim 2 is thus rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Letavic et al. together with Assaderaghi et al. 

With respect to dependent claim 5, Letavic et al's semiconductor component 
further comprises a depletion zone 106 configured between said second terminal 
zone 116 and said drift zone 110; said depletion zone having a conduction type; and 
said first terminal zone 108 and said second terminal zone 116 having a conduction 
type that is complementary to said conduction type of said depletion zone. 

Claim 5 is thus rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Letavic et al. together with Assaderaghi et al. 

With respect to dependent claim 6, Letavic et al's first terminal zone 108 has a 
conduction type; and its drift zone 110 has a conduction type that is equivalent to the 
conduction type of said first terminal zone. 

Claim 6 is thus rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Letavic et al. together with Assaderaghi et al. 

Claims 1, 2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Merchant (newly cited United States Patent 5,648,671) together with Assaderaghi 
et al. (United States Patent 6,121 ,661 , already of record). 
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With respect to independent claim 1, Merchant discloses a semiconductor 
component (see Fig. 1), comprising: a semiconductor substrate 100; an insulation 
layer 102 on said semiconductor substrate, said insulating layer having a thickness of 
between 50 nm and 200 nm (see column 2, lines 47-50); a semiconductor layer 104 
configured on said insulation layer; a first doped terminal zone 108 and a second 
doped terminal zone 106 formed in said semiconductor layer; and a drift zone 110 
formed in said semiconductor layer; said drift zone formed between said first doped 
terminal zone and said second doped terminal zone. 

The difference between Merchant's semiconductor component and claim 1's 
semiconductor component is at least one of claim 1 's first and second doped terminal 
zones directly adjoins the semiconductor substrate. 

Assaderaghi et al. teach connecting the active regions of a device formed in an 
SOI (silicon on insulator) configuration to the underlying semiconductor substrate, in 
order to provide ESD (electrostatic discharge) protection and improved heat 
dissipation (see the entire reference, particularly Fig. 4A). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in this art to connect Merchant's 
cathode and anode regions 108 and 106 (i.e., its first and second doped terminal 
zones) to underlying substrate 100, in order to provide Merchant's semiconductor 
component with ESD protection and improved heat dissipation, as taught by 
Assaderaghi et al. 

Claim 1 is thus rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Merchant together with Assaderaghi et al. 

With respect to dependent claim 2, as stated above with respect to independent 
claim 1 , it would have been obvious to one skilled in this art to connect Merchant's 
cathode and anode regions 108 and 106 (i.e., its first and second doped terminal 
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zones) to underlying substrate 100, in order to provide Merchant's semiconductor 
component with ESD protection and improved heat dissipation, as taught by 
Assaderaghi et al.. 

Claim 2 is thus rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Merchant together with Assaderaghi et al. 

With respect to dependent claim 4, Merchant's second terminal zone 106 is of a 
complementary conduction type (p-type) with respect to said (n-type) first terminal 
zone 108 (see column 2, lines 55-61). 

Claim 4 is thus rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Merchant together with Assaderaghi et al. 

Claim 3 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 
3 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 3 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1 and dependent claim 2). 

Claim 7 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 

7 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 7 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1). 

Claim 8 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 

8 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 8 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1 and dependent claim 7). 

Claim 9 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 

9 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 9 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1 and dependent claim 7). 

Claim 10 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 

10 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 10 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1 and dependent claim 7). 
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Claim 1 1 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 

1 1 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 1 1 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1 , dependent claim 7 and dependent 
claim 10). 

Claim 12 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 

12 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 12 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1 , dependent claim 7 and dependent 
claim 10). 

Claim 13 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 

13 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 13 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1 , dependent claim 7 and dependent 
claim 10). 

Claim 14 is objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim (i.e., claim 

14 would be allowable over the prior art of record if claim 14 were amended to further 
include all the limitations of independent claim 1). 

The applicant's arguments with respect to the maintained rejection of claims 1 , 
2, 5 and 6 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Letavic et al. together 
with Assaderaghi et al. are not persuasive for at least two reasons. 

First, the applicant only discusses the references separately and fails to address 
how those references are combined in said 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) rejection. 

Furthermore, the obvious Letavic et al. / Assaderaghi et al. semiconductor 
device includes the claim 1 limitations emphasized on page 4 of the response, as 
evidenced by the statement of the rejection (see above). It is worth repeating here that 
Letavic et al's insulating layer 102 has a thickness between 50 nm and 200 nm (again, 
see Letavic et al. at the paragraph bridging columns 3 and 4). 
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The proposed drawing change has been approved by the examiner. 
The formal copy of the proposed drawing change has been approved by the 
draftsperson. 

Registered practitioners can telephone the examiner at (703) 308-4939. 
Any voicemail message left for the examiner must include the name and registration 
number of the registered practitioner calling, and the application's PTO Serial Number. 
Technology Center 2800's general telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 
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